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ABSTRACT * - * 

This instrument was designed to* provide a" go&A-f ree - 
evaluation of a pilot training program for Medical; Nurse 
Practitioners. With minor modification, t£e instrument can, be applied 
to programs at several-*eduicational levels: secondary, college, adult, 
and fcoiitinuing. The. instrument uses 5-point «Iikert-t'ype scales (with 
positive, and negative polarities at the extremes) , progresses from- * 
general to specific considerations of , the program, and contains some 
open-ended questions, so that respondents- can comment ad hoc. . n 
Overall, the questionnaire provides information to determine the 
appropriateness of the training program for the students enrolled* 
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q » ' • EVALUATION OF MEDICAL NURSE PRACTITIONER PROGRAM '• 

l i I '■•'.*•, 

Participant Instrument No. I 

# ♦ • • 

' The principle .purpose of this form is to assist, in the planning of subse- 

■> ' " 

quent programs. Therefore^, be completely candid in" your responses. Do not 

I • » ' # ^ * * ' 

* sign your name.' 

► For each question or partial statement, below, please circle the number . 

• ' that best reflects 7dur reaction. / « ' « 

1. Ovferall, how important, do you feel the topics- of this , Program ar6 £o / 
medical nurse practice? •* *«, 

' . • > • * " 

very Important .5 4 3,2 1 very unimportant * ... 

• 

2. Overall, how relevant was the content to the various topics? 

• • I ' • * * 

highly relevant -5 4 3 2 1 not at all relevant ' 

3. Leaving aside the quality of instruction for ^he moment,, do you think 
all the major topics treated in this Program should be treated again 
in future programs? * • 

■ definitely 5 4 ,3 2 # 1 definitely not . 

^ 4^ The instructors' objectives for this Program were: 

very clear to me 5 4* 3 2 1. very unclear to me 

■ * • 

5.' The planning (organization) of this Program was: 

f 

excellent- 5 4 3 2 1 poor 



* 

6. Overall, was the Program long enough to cover the topics adequately? 

considerably too long. 5 4 3 2 1 considerably too shbrt 
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7. As a rule', daily sessions were: ff *' 

* • . »' ; ' ; w ; 

considerably too long 5 4 3 2 1 considerably too - * ' 

. short 

^ . * - •"•."** * 

8. Do you feel that you entered the Program with the appropriate prerequisites 

• or prior knowledge? ' 

• . ' ' ' \ ♦ ' "* • 

I had more than > • 5 4 3 2 1 . I was seriously iack- ' 
■ enough preparation . . ^ lng ln preparation ' , 

* ' ' \ . ' * 

9. In terms v^f iouT, background and preparation for this Program, the 
content, of ! this Program was: "* ' V 

• *» « * 

too elementary . 5 " -4 3 2 1 > 'too advanced * 

10. Overall, the quality of instruction In this Program wgs : ' 

• excellent ' 5.4 3 2 1 . poor 

* ' \ ■ " ' . " ' V 

11. Overall, how did you find the .pace of . instruction? 

t0 ° r «P id 5 4 3 2 .1 too slow - * - 



i 



12. Were the reading materials made. available to you fcr this Program 
adequate? . ' * * • - ■ # 

too elementary * 5 4 3 -2 1 % too advai^ed \ ^ 

* 

13. Did you receive the reading materials" or assignments sufficiently in, ad- 
Vance for you to prdfcarie yourself for c^asswork? " 

— : Yes, materials or assignments were timad appropriately 



_No, materials or assignments were given too late 
JNo materials or assignments were givfn 



14. The instruction was generally: . 

too lecture oriented"'*. 5 4 ' 3 • 2 1 too discussion 

• oriented 

very interesting 5 4. 3*2 1 very uninteresting . 

* 

very informative ^ 5 4 3 2 1 « ' very uninformative 

15. * Opportunities for asking questions were; 

sufficient. ^ * « 5 4 3 *2 1 insufficient 



* t * * * 

'16. Opportunities for studying were: q 

. . ' • / * 

sufficient - 5 4 3.2 1 , insufficient 



o 17. The amount pf work the* instructors required of you- was: 

far* too much - 5 4- 3 '2 " 1 far too little * " 

if . - * * * •> 

► * . 41 18. Opportunity for you to interact with' fcrogvram instructors wss:. 

X ,% ' - " ' "V ■ > 

sufficient 5 '4 3 .2, JL insufficient^ 

19. Written examinations should be included in this program* . 
strongly agree - 5 4" 3 2 1 / strongly disagree 

20. Clinical reports (patient work-ups) were evaluated adequately. 4 

• > ' i ■ - / * « 

strongly agree 5, 4 3 ,2 1*' strongly disagree 

* • , * * * • * * 

21. Evaluation erngfoasized' the appiicatipn of concepts . or principles. ' 

■ I \ . 

^ strongly agree 5 4,3 2*1 ^* strongly disagree 

/ , - • ♦ ; «\ 

22. Criteria for evaluiatitig your work in- the Program were specified.. 

s ■ - : * * 

strongly agrees * 5 4 3 ? 1 ] strongly disagree 
(f*; 23. Preceptors were available. for conferences as necessary. * - * 

/ . • ' \ . * 

strongly agr^e 5 4 3, 2 1 strongly disagree * 



v 



* » 

24. In your, opinion, the teaching staff members were in general: - . 
very well qualified 5 4 3 .2 1 very unqualified " 
very well prepared . ; 5 4, 3-2 1 very unprepared # 

♦ * 

25. Did the instructional staff seek your reactions to their instructional 
procedures, scheduling, etc. . during the Program? m 

frequently £"4*3 2 1 neve* 




ERLC 



)ta it appear to you that.. your reactions led to improvements in>tfie 
instructional procedures, scheduling, e*tc? 

frequently , ^ 5 4 3 2 1 never t 



27. The classroom facilities for the Program were: / 
excellent , 5 • 4 3 2 - 1 : poor 

28. The finical tacli f 



excellent 



iiities for the Program were: 
5.4 3 2 1 



poor 



# 29. If you werje able to do it all over agaiifr, would you commit yourself 
v to this Program? 



Yes 



Uncertain 



No 



30. If this Program were repeated, would you recommend to other nurses 
that they attend? < f\ . . * 



J • 



JCes 



Uncertain 



, No 



31 i "^How" would you rate the value of each o£ the following topics to the 
Program? / - • M 

(Please \qircle ONE response for EACH ro*0 
'« * 

No opportunity Very 

to judge valuable Worthless ° 



a • Mis s fc ybaa g h : Intro 
to trends and' issues 



b. Dr. <«l > »t Changes in 
health care delivery 
system 



c* Mr 1 : G+m 



Inter- 



viewing techniques. 



*d. Dr: FWi ■!»■»; Problem* 
oriented record 



e. Dr. 4Mmm:' Basic 
medical history and 
physical 



St. yi. Huh : Sociological 
& demographical changes, 
aspects 1 i 



g. Mid's *«fc: types of 
health agencies. 



h.* Dr., * Mim§*mL : Eye 

examinations 



i 



NA 



na 



NA 



HA 



FA 



NA 



NA 



NA' 



i. Dr. 
sounds 



: 'Heart 



5 



3 . 2 



5 - 4 



2 >' 1 



r 




Lab. tech.: Hematology 
and clinical pathology 



Hypertension 
:% ASHD 

Diabetes 



j.. 

k. 
1. 
m. 

» 

o^ Dr» .MbIh: Basicd, 

DXy ulcer, liver disease, 

alcoKoJisp t ^ ; 

p. Dr. i fcafci l it w ani g wi*p : 

pharmacology, ASHD, angina, 
chronic lung, e f tc. 



No opportunity Very 
to judge valuable 

• NA * 5 4. 



Dr. 
Dr. 
Dr. 



Dr. Wtm&mmv 0 ^ Chronic 
lung diabase » 



NA • 
NA 

NA * 



r. 



Dr. 
•Dr. 



Thyroid 
Arthtitis 



8. CMHC group.: Psych disease 



t. 



u. 



Dr. Ouupo : Basic concepts 
of malignancy 



Dr." #efr*tf»: Skin, concepts 
of infectious diseases 

Preceptors: * Work-up .of 
patients on wards 



NA 

NA 
'NA 
4 

NA ? 
NA 

-NA, 
NA 

NA. ■ 



w. Dr. 



: Episodic illness ■ NA 



5 
5 

5 

5 



4 
4 



3 
3 



4 3 



Worth 

.2 " 

2 
2 
2 



4 
4 

.4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

■4 



3 
3 

3 

3 



2 
2 



2 . 



3 
3 



32. 



Please list any aspects of^the Program other than those 
31 above which you felt" were of considerable value. a 



2 

,2'" 
listed 



ess 



0 * 



9 

ERIC 



6 



33. Please list any criticisms or 'suggest ions you have concerning, time 
• . allocation for any of the Program activities or sessions ♦ 



34. a. Please list any elements that were missing from this Program that 
you feel would be of value in future programs of this type; 



b. What would you suggest sacrificing from the present Program format' 
to make room for new topics or activities? f 



c. What factors contributed to student; motivation in the Program? 
If <none, what "would you suggest? k 



*raeans scale change 



Program Evaluation Instrument 
Designed- April 1973 by 
Dr: Robert K. RSttf 

for use" in » 
Buffalo General Hospital 



